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2 
Abstract 
 
The active inclusion of the customer segment in the planning and production of services and goods (known                                 
as co­production) has become progressively more popular in the last decades. This paper will analyze two                               
different cases of co­production in social enterprises working in the food sector, in Denmark and in                               
Germany. The foregoing cases are initiatives started by users groups in the interest of local communities,                               
where users participate in the planning, managing and delivering of the service. The investigation will focus                               
on the challenges posed by co­production as an organizational model in regards of (1) participatory                             
democracy, (2) efficiency of operations, and (3) user engagement in relation to growth of the social                               
enterprise. 
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Chapter 1 
Problem Area 
 
Co­production is an innovative organizational structure that enables users to contribute to the production of                             
the services they consume. This approach blurs the boundaries between the traditional economic definitions                           
of the group of the users and the group of the suppliers. A brief review of the existing literature on the topic                                           
shows the increasing popularity of co­production models to provide public services, caring and educational                           
programs. Considerable effort has been spent by scholars to investigate the transformation of public                           
services models and governance strategies when co­production applies (Bason 2013, Boivard 2007,                       
Pestoff 2009, and others).  
 
Pestoff highlights three factors as drivers of the rise of this new organizational model: tendency towards a                                 
lack of democracy, increasing aging of the population (with consequential need of more assistance and care                               
services), and a semi­permanent condition of financial austerity in public spending, that results in a quest for                                 
cheaper welfare managing solutions (Pestoff 2009). In the 70s, when the term co­production started to                             
appear and gain popularity in the academic field of public administration, it was used to indicate a policy                                   
opposite to the one of massive centralization (ibidem).  
 
Researchers gained evidence that it was difficult to design a service without the participation of its users                                 
(Ostrom 1999), as opposed to products or goods. Not long time after, also the production process of                                 
material goods entered the realm of co­production through the increasingly spread practice of co­design.                           
Thanks to Prahalad and Ramaswamy the user involvement in the design of a product became known and                                 
accepted by the consumer industry and it is nowadays adopted by the most innovative design departments                               
(Prahalad, Ramaswarny 2004). The first product typology that widespreadly adopted co­creation was the                         
realization of softwares through users’ contributions in the computer industry (Ramirez 1999, Wilkström                         
1996). Nonetheless, it is important to point out the difference between co­design and co­production.                           
Co­design refers to the planning process of a product or service, in which all the different stakeholders                                 
take part, including multiple users’ perspectives. Co­production refers to the following production phase,                         
when the actual creation of something new takes place. 
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Given the two areas of services and products, co­design and co­production as practices of co­creation                             
can apply to both. The majority of the literature about co­production points its focus on services, especially                                 
caring and community services traditionally provided by the welfare state, like housing, education, children                           
care, health care, etc. This paper will focus instead on the co­production of services traditionally provided                               
by the private sector, specifically food provision in the form of supermarkets (UK) and access to locally                                 
farmed food. 
 
Ostrom said co­production is “the process through which inputs used to provide a good or service are                                 
contributed by individuals who are not in the same organization” (Ostrom 1996: 1073). However this                             
restricted view is defined as “trivial” by Boivard, indeed the growth of partnerships and collaboration                             
contracts among different groups makes it too narrow to exclude people with different primary role (i.e.                               
professionals and users) but belonging to the same organization (Boivard 2007: 847). In this paper                             
co­production is defined as the co­design, co­planning and co­management of a specific service by all the                               
people that are interested in benefitting from the service. Considering the two case studies have legal form                                 
of co­operative, blatantly the co­producers involved belong to the same organization 
 
The model of co­production of services shows an alternative structure to the top­down policy approach                             
and it sets up an infrastructure for negotiation among stakeholders (Boivard 2007). The same happens in                               
cooperative models of food distribution, in contrast with the top­down approach of private companies and                             
supermarkets. 
 
Democracy is usually seen as a value in connection with co­production. The centrality of community                             
decision making and equality of abilities are attributes that can be found in both the models. Indeed, some                                   
scholars argue co­production is based on democracy, in other words in absence of a democratic premise,                               
co­production would not be possible (Boivard 2007, Pestoff 2009). Evers (2006) analyzes the ways of                             
citizens’ involvement in social services and he groups them around five different approaches:                         
professionalism and welfarism, consumerism and managerialism and participationalism. The                 
participationalism approach entails direct engagement of the citizens in shaping the offered social services,                           
therefore it calls for co­production (Evers 2006).   
 
The literature review on co­production shows abundance of studies applied to the public sector and the                               
welfare services. Indeed, Boivard states: “The co­production movement is partly harking back to some of                             
the philosophical roots of public service” (Boivard 2012). The principle Boivard referes to is: “To everyone                               
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according to their needs, from everyone according to their ability” (ibid.), that is one of the basic concepts                                   
underpinning the model of co­production. This research will examine cases of co­production that are not                             
featured in the provision of the traditional public services. Food trading is an activity generally provided by                                 
private companies 
1.2 Problem formulation 
What are the challenges of co­production in food co­operatives in relation to growth?  
 
1.3 Keywords definition 
 
Co­production: a hybrid system of value chain of the production of a product or service, where the                                 
customers or users of the services are service providers at the same time. It is an organizational model of                                     
people, activities and responsibilities. 
 
Co­operative: in this paper, the term indicates a non­profit civic organization with commercial activities                           
whereby each and every member is customer and a co­producers and actively participates in the managing                               
of the organization.  
Growth: the process of natural growth of a service due to an increase of the demand of the service.                                     
Scaling­up entails expansion of the customer base, that overlaps to the service provider in the case of user                                   
co­production model. 
1.7 Subquestions 
1.  How does co­production influence the strategy of social enterprises in the medium­long term? 
2. What is the trade­off between co­production and scalability? 
3. How is democracy affected by the the growth of the food co­operative? 
4. How is efficiency of the operations affected by the growth of the food co­operative? 
5. What are the challenges posed by the co­production in terms of user engagement? 
6. What motivations bring active users to stay and to make the organization thrive? 
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Chapter 2. 
Theory 
 
The subsequent theories have been chosen in accordance with their relevance to the specific cases                             
analysed. The selection of the theories followed an inductive process, whereby different clues noticed while                             
gathering data and deploying the reflection upon the cases have contributed to guide the above mentioned                               
selection. 
 
Following, three theories will be shortly described and presented in their pure form: the degenerative theory                               
in co­operatives by Conforth, the isomorphism and institutionalism theory by and sensemaking in                         
organization theory by Weick. In Chapter 4 I will discuss the theories in relation to their application to the                                     
cases. All of the three will have relevance in explaining and understanding some aspects of the challenges                                 
related to growth in a co­production organizational model. Nevertheless, none of them provides an                           
exhaustive and comprehensive frame  of analysis for the phenomenon, if taken individually. 
 
2.1 Degenerative theory 
 
The degeneration thesis about the organizational form and power structure in co­operative settings                         
originated with Marx and his critics towards the co­operative industry way of organizing labour. In his                               
view, since the goal of the industry was generating profit, it was of little relevance that is labour was                                     
distributed in social innovative ways like industrial co­operations, as the pressure coming from the market                             
competition would have caused the co­operative to assimilate to more capitalistic form of organization and                             
distribution of power over time (Mandel 1975). 
 
Joining the same stream of critiques toward the worker co­operatives, Potter and Webb (1921) underline                             
the challenges of the persistence of a democratic organizational structure in the capitalistic oriented worker                             
co­operatives. Democracy will indeed call for oligarchy, if the company has to be successful and stay                               
competitive on the market. Potter and Webb refer their conclusions to the observation of empirical data.                               
The same is doing Meister, who is acknowledged to be the first scholar providing a slightly more                                 
articulated theory around the degeneration of ownership and power in co­operative operational settings.                         
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The work of Meister (1974, 1984) illustrates four phases in the lifecycle of a co­operative. The four                                 
phases go together with the material and financial growth of the co­operative, so that he identifies a direct                                   
relation between the size of people and the degree of operations' complexity involved. The phases have a                                 
linear chronological order. 
At the beginning, there is the Phase of conquest when the enthusiasm of the members for the new initiative                                     
is very high and the direct or participative democracy is emphasized and the responsible positions are taken                                 
up by the workers on a smooth voluntary basis. However, Meister claims in this phase the economic                                 
management is imprecise and the overall efficiency of performance is low. 
The second phase is the Phase of consolidation, when direct democracy is offset by the reinforcement of                                 
power and management groups, there is a commencement of delegation practices and the attention is                             
bending towards economic performances. 
In the third phase – Phase of coexistence – two considerable shifts are highlighted: (1) there is a                                   
subordination to the environment external to the co­operative, also in terms of beliefs and values, and (2) to                                   
boost the economic performance there is an adoption of methods previously described as “capitalistic” by                             
the co­workers themselves. 
Finally, in phase four, a board of managers and directors hold real power, high degree of specialization is                                   
sought after because of the managerial and economic complexity and the members / co­workers loose real                               
control of power of their delegates, notwithstanding the enacted structure of representative democracy.                         
This one is called the Phase of management power. 
 
The foregoing thesis of degeneration formulated by Meister takes into consideration the lifecycle of a                             
co­operative, yet not the cycles of life of this kind of organizations. By contrast, Rosner conducts a                                 
thorough analysis of the traditional Israeli social institution of direct democracy: the kibbutz. His findings                             
show that kibbutzim undergo cycles “degenerations and regeneration”, therefore every declining period is                         
followed by a resurgence of the values and the power of direct democracy (Rosner 1984). 
 
As opposed to what mentioned above, Strjyan (1987, 1994) has developed a theory called “the                             
reproduction perspective”. His work owes inspiration to the theory of structuration by Giddens, which                           
defines organizations as alive thanks to the everyday actions and discussion about the structure of the                               
organizations of its members. Strjyan places “the core process of a self­managed organization” in the ability                               
of its members of the “reproduction of an active membership” (Conforth 1995). Consequently,                         
degeneration is just one of the possibility for the development of a co­operative organization. The key                               
dependency factor of its future lies in the human resources of the co­operative, in its members' turnover                                 
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rate or a wrong degree of members' involvement, that basically determines the ability of reproduction. In                               
addition to this point, Lodahl and Mitchell contributed two factors that are key in the maintenance and                                 
renewal of an active membership, that are an accurate selection and socialization (Lodahl and Mitchell                             
1980: 191­197). 
 
Conforth has conducted a multiple case study research on three co­operatives operating in different                           
commercial sectors and countries (also differing from size). He then compared those co­operatives with the                             
closest type possible of for profit companies, focusing on the following topics: management, economic                           
performance, satisfaction of the co­workers / employees, etc. 
The conclusions of the study suggest that the degeneration process of the co­operative is not mandatory, at                                 
least not within the first 6 – 14 years of existence. However, considerable pressure towards it has been                                   
noticed, as Conforth says: 
“Growth increases the costs of collective decision­making, forcing the adoption of other forms of                           
decision­making. However, where the co­operatives […] have maintained a commitment to co­operative                       
principles and ideals, then the case studies show that they have often been able to find ways of                                   
constructively dealing with the threat of degeneration” and later “People's propensity to participate is likely                             
to increase with the importance to them of the issues they are being asked to participate in” (Conforth                                   
1995: 29­31).   
 
2.2 Isomorphism and Institutionalism 
Isomorphism explains the tendency of new organizations to assimilate themselves to organizational                       
structures already existing in the society (Di Maggio, Powell 1983). In their study, Di Maggio and Powell                                 
illustrate three different ways in which the isomorphism process can happen within an organization:                           
coercive, mimetic and normative. Predominantly, it has been highlighted that organizations or projects /                           
initiatives in one sector have a tendency to resemble one to the other. Whenever there are some actors                                   
active in the field, the new initiative will tend to assimilate its form and structure to the already existing                                     
actors (usually bigger and older organizations). This happens in the fields of governance, civic initiatives, but                               
also private sector and the new field of social entrepreneurship (ibid).   
Coercive institutional isomorphic change happens when some organizations put pressure on others to                         
conform to existing rules. An example reported by Di Maggio and Powell is the accountant figures in big                                   
NGOs. Even if accountants do not cover an essential role in the forefront of the NGO's mission and                                   
operations, their presence is required by the international agreements about law and taxation. As a result,                               
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NGOs have to change their structure to meet those requirements. However, coercive isomorphism can                           
happen also without a bigger organization or international agreements pushing for it. A more subtle example                               
of it given by Milofsky (1981), as described in Di Maggio and Powell. Milofsky gives an example of                                   
neighbourhood organizations that are implicitly induced towards assuming a more hierarchical form of                         
organization – penalizing the participative democracy – in order to get funding or other forms of support                                 
from “more hierarchically organized donor organizations”, that can be seen as subtle coercive authorities                           
(Di Maggio, Powell 1983: 151). 
Mimetic isomorphism occurs when an organization itself, without coercive or normative nudges, assimilates                         
its structure to the one of another organization in the field, that usually is perceived as well functioning and                                     
as a good example to follow. Mimetic isomorphism can be encourage by a number of factors, i.e. the                                   
customer base of a company, the workers of a production centre, uncertainty in the environment, poor                               
understanding of organization and management technologies, etc. An historical example of this process is                           
when Japanese governors sent a flee of managers and public administrators to the West to wheedle the                                 
success of democratic forms of institutions. 
“Organizations tend to model themselves after similar organizations in their field that they perceive                           
to be more legitimate or successful” (Di Maggio, Powell 1983: 152). 
An interesting point is offered by Kimberly (1980) that underlines the scarcity of models to look upon,                                 
indeed the economy and the market tend to repeat the old ones in loop; at the same time new                                     
organizational models are a sought after ware by public and private managers. Furthermore, mimetic                           
isomorphism might be the most overlooked theory of organization in the story of the institutions of nations                                 
and the constitution of the organizations of nations, as sharply claimed by Meyer (1981): “peripheral                             
nations are far more isomorphic – in administrative form and economic pattern – than any theory of the                                   
world system of economic division of labor would lead to expect”. 
Normative isomorphism, instead, is intended as shared norms of occupational groups or institutionally                         
based professionals (Harrow, 2011: 5). It assists the development of the new initiatives as it offers them a                                   
source of security. 
In order to be innovative, any new movement has to design and adopt a structure someday, otherwise the                                   
innovation will not be recognized and accepted by the society. If the process of isomorphism fails, the new                                   
movement, group or activity will lack of legitimacy, that is the right to be acknowledged as an independent                                   
entity based on social norms, common sense or non­written community consensus (Suchman 1995). 
Isomorphism at its advanced stage eventually entails univocal legal recognition (Venard, 2009). It is a                             
course of adjustment to the rules, as in contrast of opposing them. 
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It is intriguing to shortly reflect upon disruptive forms of social innovation in relation to the isomorphism                                 
theory. In accordance to the theory, even if the disruptive innovator is not willing of complying with the                                   
existing rules, s/he will eventually find a socially accepted structure to secure him/her to, to gain recognition                                 
and establish his/her interests on a longitudinal scale of time. The inability of taking a step out of the existing                                       
structures has been addressed as the institutionalism paradox (Di Maggio, Powell 1983). 
 
2.3 Sensemaking in organizations 
Sensemaking is a sociological theory which finds application mainly in the business and management world.                             
The first thorough theoretical review is to be found in the work by Karl E. Weick “Sensemaking in                                   
Organizations” (1995). Sensemaking, as the word itself says, means “making sense of something”.                         
Nonetheless, it is important to distinguish sensemaking from “interpreting”, as the latter refers to attributing                             
a meaning to facts/actions/situations (also called entities), whilst the former aims at defining what are the                               
entities in the first place (Weick 1995). 
Weick listed seven properties of sensemaking, which are: identity construction, retrospective, enaction of                         
sensible environments, social, ongoing, extracted cues, and plausibility. Weick grounds sensemaking in the                         
construction of identity, meaning the existence of the self – that is multifaceted in every individual – sets                                   
constraints on the frame to understand and react to reality. Every grasp of meaning of reality can happen                                   
only retrospectively, given the binary dimension of time as pure duration and discrete segments or moments                               
in time (Schutz 1967). Enactment is the creation of the sensible environments in which people act by the                                   
people themselves (Pondy & Mitroff 1979). Sensemaking is never solitary, it occurs in an organizational                             
context and actions are contingent to others. The conceptualization of time in sensemaking is an ongoing                               
stream of events or points in time, where the events are defined by the cues and the people labeling them as                                         
such (Rickman 1976). The cues are hints extracted from the context. They depend on the context and                                 
contribute to the definition and the perception of the context. The last property, plausibility, claims the truth                                 
is relative and people tend to prefer it over accuracy of information. 
 
After listing the seven properties of sensemaking, the following sections will explain briefly how                           
sensemaking works. Usually, there is a discrepancy between how things are and how people think that                               
things are. As Smith points out, there is a noticeable leap between the existing and the desired state of                                     
things. The existing and the desired states are fluid and the gap has two characteristics: it must matter and it                                       
is difficult to overcome (Smith 1988). This opens up the possibility for sensemaking to grow. Weick                               
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categorizes the occasions for sensemaking in three dimensions: problem structuring and controlled cognitive                         
processing, uncertainty and ambiguity, and interruptions and arousal (Weick 1995: 86). 
The first dimension is simply a review of some other contributors to the literature (Huber & Draft and                                   
Smith). The second one focuses on two important aspects of sensemaking: uncertainty and ambiguity.                           
Uncertainty is a condition regarding the future or the present situation that originates from a lack of                                 
information. When people try to make sense of uncertainty, the first information they are able to access is                                   
rather crucial to shape the understanding of the situation, as it will be used as a key interpretational                                   
framework on which to base the meaning of the situation. As the study by Alex Bavelas suggests: “once a                                     
tentative explanation has taken hold of our minds, information to the contrary may produce not corrections                               
but elaborations of the explanation” (Watzlawick 1976: 50). 
In other words, labeling something as “novelty” or “problematic” is a consequential act: nothing is what is                                 
called until it is called what it is called, or, in the words of Weick, “once something is labeled as a problem,                                           
that is when the problem starts” (Weick & Daft 1984). 
In the process of making sense, the first access to information might be referred to as a “shock” moment,                                     
as it triggers the start of the sensemaking process for individuals. Shocks are likely to occur when people                                   
are dissatisfied (Schroeder et al. 1989). When shocks interrupt the consolidated ongoing flow of                           
individuals' thoughts and understanding of reality, people start noticing cues and decide which ones to                             
follow to reduce uncertainty and ambiguity. Ambiguity, defined as an overabundance of a variety of                             
information, set off people's engagement in sensemaking, as they are confused by too many options and the                                 
equivocality of contradictory information. Abundance of information is not necessarily beneficial to                       
sensemaking, on the contrary it supports an ongoing stream of different parallel information and generates                             
misunderstandings, perplexity and equivocality (Garfinkel 1967). A third occasion to engage in                       
sensemaking is the emotional arousal after the shock caused by a disruption or interruption of the ongoing                                 
situation. 
In conclusion, sensemaking as a process of perpetuating quest on reality, affects the notion of what an                                 
“organization” is. Organizations are commonly known as a structured group of people united by a mission                               
to pursue, a value to defend or a representative function. However, this concept is challenged by the view                                   
of Weick, that describes the organization as a “quality of interaction” (Weick 1995: 73). An organization is                                 
therefore defined as “a set of people who share many beliefs, values, and assumptions that encourage them                                 
to make mutually reinforcing interpretation of their own acts and the acts of the others” (Smircich and                                 
Stubbart 1985: 727). 
As a result, the organization is seen as a system of ongoing tension (Aram 1976). Being a system, it could                                       
be rational, natural or open, depending on the degree of openness to the surrounding environment (Scott                               
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1987). Also Wiley describes organizations as interactions, specifically interactions where there is the shift                           
from intersubjectivity to generic subjectivity. The first one occurs when two or more subjects confront each                               
other and show to each other their individual level of analysis. Whereas the generic subjectivity is an above                                   
level of intrasubjectivity, where individuals feelings and intentions get synthesized “into a conversation                         
during which the self gets transformed from 'I' into 'we'” (Linell & Markova 1993, Wiley 1988). 
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 Chapter 3. 
Methodology 
3.1 Philosophy of science 
The philosophy of science chosen for the report is social constructivism. Social constructivism appeals to                             
reality as defined by the input­output relationship between each individual and the social context s/he is                               
acting. Knowledge and truth are achievable by the individual immersed in a context. 
The epistemology of social constructivism is based on the principle that, while the reality of the world exists                                   
independently from the people, yet the any sort of knoweldge about the self­standing reality comes from an                                 
interpretation of human minds, what people think about it (Crotty 1998). I believe it is relevant to let the                                     
reader know about the overriding social science's school of thoughts of the project, as it may have caused                                   
biases during the collection and the analysis of the empirical data. 
3.2 Research methodology 
 
The methodology applied to this paper consists in both secondary and primary research. Secondary                           
research has been conducted through literature review and online articles and resources directly relative to                             
the cases. In particular, for the case located outside Denmark only secondary research applied, due to the                                 
fact that direct interviews or field data could not be collected by the time this paper was due, although it                                       
was in the original intentions of the research design. 
 
Primary research, or field research, has been conducted in the form of two qualitative interviews and one                                 
survey. The interviews were conducted in person for the Danish case. Two interviewees were selected:                             
one among the co­founders of the project and one among the most committed co­producers that joined                               
more recently. 
In addition, e survey was prepared with the purpose of sampling the co­producers and having and                               
enlarging the scope of the research to include multiple points of view. The survey falls under the category of                                     
attitudinal survey, standing the four groups classification claimed by Ackroyd and Hughes (1983): factual,                           
attitudinal, social psychological and explanatory. It was made to measure the attitude towards certain                           
topics and predict the behaviour of the respondents based on their preference of attitude. The survey can                                 
also been seen as explanatory, as it aimed at investigate some non­clear issues, but in fact all surveys are                                     
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also explanatory (May 2003). The survey methodology has parallels with the natural science methods, for                             
instance the way of proving hypotheses by the collection of data in order to 'confirm' or 'falsify' a theory                                     
(ibid.). 
 
Interestingly, the survey questions were modelled on the basis of a deductive method, inspired by the                               
insights collected during the two qualitative interviews. Needless to mention, the questions of the survey                             
have been formulated as closed questions in order to (1) create a univocal framework for the analysis of                                   
the data after its collection, and (2) to ease and speed up the filling process for the respondents. There is                                       
little question on my biases and idiosyncrasies while shaping the questions and the multiple choice kind of                                 
answers. To limit this, under every question has been listed the option “other” with a blank field, that the                                     
respondent could fill up in case did not find any suitable answers among the listed ones, from his/her point                                     
of view. 
 
The use of more two different research methodologies (quantitative and qualitative) and of two different                             
data sources in the qualitative interview lead us to a short reflection on triangulation in social research, as                                   
described by Thurmond. 
Triangulation happens when the researcher performs his/her collection of empirical data by combining two                           
or more research methodologies, data sources, investigators, theories or data analysis methods (Thurmond                         
2011). I followed a within method methodological triangulation when juxtaposing two methods of data                           
gathering within the same research design. The justification for this choice is the interest in attaining                               
un­biased data by overlapping and analysing the same topic from different perspectives, along with a                             
yearning for inclusion of multiple perspectives not to overlook the complexity of the case. 
“The use of triangulation strategies does not strengthen a flawed study. Researchers should use                           
triangulation if it can contribute to understanding the phenomenon; however, they must be able to articulate                               
why the strategy is being used and how it might enhance the study” (ibid.). 
Triangulation is a complicated procedure. Often times it is applied to longitudinal studies and when the                               
variance of actors involved in a case increases its complexity (ibid). In this paper it has been used as a                                       
probing method to make comparisons between different data sources and eventually synthesize them in                           
one, multifaceted view on the topic.   
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3.3 Description of case studies 
 
For the sake of this paper, two case studies have been chosen on the basis of their theoretical interest, as                                       
Eisenhardt (1989) suggests. I acknowledge the quantitative limitations of the primary research due to time                             
and resource constraints, therefore no claim of statistical approach or trend setting is expressed. The                             
theoretical interest of the cases has to be found in their similarities and differences, which will be described                                   
in details in Chapter 4. Similarities apply for being a user founded and driven organization, for using                                 
co­production as a developing framework and for the sector of operations. Dissimilarities are inherent in                             
the context, relations with the local community,  user engagement management and strategies of growth. 
 
3.3.1 Københavns Fødevarefællesskab 
Københavns Fødevarefællesskab or KBHFF (The Copenhagen Food Cooperative) 
It is a cooperative where members can buy every week a bag filled with organic locally grown vegetables,                                   
fruits and a few other farm products (i.e. eggs, apple juice, cereals, fish). Only the members are entitled to                                     
buy the vegetable bag and all the members are required to volunteer periodically to contribute to logistics                                 
and organizational management. KBHFF has in total 6 weekly outlets pick up points in Copenhagen and it                                 
counts about 200 registered members. 
 
3.3.2 The Dickes Bee 
 
The Dickes Bee is a food co­operative born in 2009 in Berlin from the willpower of Kap, an American                                     
expat in Germany. From the initial group of 20 people, it counts now about 150 members. To be a                                     
member of the food coop one needs to devote a non­specified amount of time each month to various                                   
management activities, as an offset of having access to better quality food (i.e. organic, fair trade) at a                                   
cheaper price than in the supermarkets. Members can order online their goods each week and then go                                 
pick them up in the outlet in the city during a specific day and time of the week. They manage a small                                           
inventory of food, including honey, coffee, nuts. One of the core values of Dickes Bee is vegetarianism,                                 
personal relations with the suppliers and organizing social activities for the members.   
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3.4 Challenges and flaws in the methodology 
 
The methodological process of this paper has faced many challenges, (1) non­equal quality of accessed                             
data, (2) personal involvement in one of the cases, (3) change of the research design in itere, (4) survey                                     
sample and (5) time pressure. 
 
It was not possible to access the same amount and quality of data in the two cases analysed. The Danish                                       
case was analysed through primary research and physical visits and meetings, while the German case                             
analysis had to rely on the accessibility of a smaller amount of data and, of the uttermost importance, on                                     
data already conveyed in means of communication designed by other individuals in a different time frame                               
(secondary sources). 
 
For the sake of transparency, it has to be mentioned that I am personally involved with the KBHFF as I                                       
am a member myself. I signed up as a member 15 moths ago and I know many people in the co­operative.                                         
This position gave me the privilege to access information and set up interviews on a short notice and to                                     
understand how the organization works from the inside. I am aware this might be considered a major flaw                                   
in the research, therefore I was careful enough to perform both qualitative and quantitative analysis on                               
people I did not have any personal relations with to maintain the emotional neutrality of their answers. The                                   
involvement with this organization was indeed functional to this paper, as it gave me the initial inspiration to                                   
perform the research. 
 
While the topic of the research stayed truth over time, the way this could be investigated (in other words                                     
the research design) undergone a few changes over the weeks. At the beginning one of the two cases                                   
involved was an interesting case from the UK of food co­operative called The People's Supermarket                             
(TPS). It has to be mentioned it was extremely challenging to get in touch with TPS via email or phone.                                       
After waiting for their answers, I finally was told that the retailer in Oxford was forced to close down (they                                       
used to have two retailers, one in London and one in Oxford). This could have made my research about                                     
the challenges of co­production in relation to growth and expansion even more interesting, as TPS Oxford                               
would have been a case in point showing the actual challenges. However, due to a lack of resources on                                     
their side, it was not possible to access any type of empirical data (primary or secondary), s I decided to                                       
look at another case. 
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The case in Berlin of Dickes Bee was chosen because of its very similar structure of KBHFF, the other                                     
case, yet it has a few key strategic differences that make up a theoretical fascinating study of the two                                     
together. In addition, it would have been possible for me to travel to Berlin to commit to empirical research                                     
on the field. It was in my intentions to travel to Germany to collect primary data directly on the field, but                                         
unfortunately it was not feasible by the deadline of this paper and my application for an extension was                                   
rejected, so I had to rely on secondary sources for this case. 
 
Another methodological challenge lies in the preparation of the survey, in particular of selection of the                               
sample surveyed. The reader might wonder why I gathered only 21 replies out of 1600 potential replies                                 
and how I decided on that. 
  
Originally the survey was designed to hand out to the totality if the co­producers / members of the                                   
organization in the Danish case. In an optimal situation, the survey form would have been sent out through                                   
an online link by the organization itself to all its members listed in the official mailing list. In doing so, the                                         
survey could have had a two­fold aim, for the social researcher to get empirical data and for the                                   
organization to profile the users. However, even though I asked kindly to a co­ordinator to send out the                                   
online survey, in which case the organization could have participated in shaping some of the lines of the                                   
questionnaire, my instance was rejected. They said they had a communication policy with the members of                               
the mailing list, that is the organization has the right to contact the members via their personal e­mails, as                                     
long as the communication flow stays under a certain level of frequency, that is about once per week or                                     
every second week. As the organization is concerned about the number of emails they send out their                                 
members, it is a general rule that the email form of communication is only used for official purposes or                                     
important internal communications of the organization, while for research purposes the data must be                           
collected in other ways. The co­founder cleared this point to me during his interview. 
 
Therefore I had to look for another way of handing out the survey, that is I printed out n°20 questionnaires                                       
and went in person to find the members on a pick up day. The 20 people that were kind enough to devote                                           
five minutes to filling in the survey constituted the random sample of my analysis, which is not stratified                                   
neither systematic (May 2003). It is not a stratified random sample, as I couldn't define a sample                                 
representative for evey demographic characteristic of the group in total, due to the privacy restrictions on                               
the demographic characteristics of the members. On the other hand, it is not a systematic random sample                                 
either, as that would have meant, knowing the total number of people to survey, choose a x number of                                     
individuals based on a systemic choice. The choice of the people surveyed, instead, did not rely on any                                   
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mathematical probability of reproducing the characteristics of the organization's members, hence it is a                           
non­probability sample ibid.). It can be defined as a purposive sampling whereby the people sampled                             
have been selected on the basis of one particular characteristic: being a member of the organization. 
 
In conclusion, should the lack of time and resources not have been there, it would have been likely to                                     
enhance the quality of the present research and bring appropriate contributions to the bigger field of                               
research of Social Entrepreneurship. 
 
 
3.4 Qualitative interview questions 
 
Two qualitative interviews were performed, one to the co­founder of KBHFF Carsten Hjort on May 20th                               
2014, and another one to the specially committed member Jonas Boye on May 23rd 2014. I reached Jonas                                   
through Carsten's suggestion, following a sort of snowball path in finding my interviewees. Both interviews                             
lasted about one hour and the original recordings are available attached to this paper. I kept the interview                                   
plot the same in the two interviews, at the best of my abilities. 
Each interview entailed about ten open questions that I would like to mention below to show the reader the                                     
pertinance to the specific focus areas of the research  (addressed research interest in brackets): 
1) How did the operations of KBHFF changed over time? (growth process and change). 
 
2) How have strategies and goals of KBHFF changed over time? (growth process and 
change). 
 
3) How people know about KBHFF and why do they become members? (growth strategies 
and co­producers motivations). 
 
4) What are the problems that the members face with the organization and vice­versa? 
(efficiency). 
 
5) If there is any hired staff in KBHFF, in what occasion was it hired and how could you find 
the right people for the job? (efficiency, user engagement, growth strategy). 
6) How do you coordinate the work inside the organization? (democracy, efficiency). 
 
7) How often do you take strategic decisions and who is taking them? (democracy, user 
engagement). 
 
8) Is there a limit to the capacity of members that TPS can accommodate? Is there a need to 
overcome this limit? (desire of growth) 
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9) How has your role and responsibility changed since you started? (user engagement) 
 
 
3.5 Survey results 
 
The survey was handed out on May, 21st 2014 to a sample of 21 people out of ca 1.600 members that are                                           
part of KBHFF. The place of the data collection was the outlet of Nørrebro in Copenhagen. I deliberately                                   
chose this outlet to minimize the potential biases deriving from bringing the questionnaires to people that                               
already knew me. I am a member of KBHFF myself, but related to the Østerbro outlet. For this survey,                                     
there were no personal relationships between the researcher and the respondents, indeed. 
 
A part from the initial contact with the researcher that explained the reason for the collection of data, each                                     
respondent was given a pen and left to fill in the form alone. It was not possible to ask for further                                         
explanations about the questions, and this was made on purpose to avoid any possible influence of the                                 
researcher on the answer of the respondents.   
 
The survey is structured around nine closed questions. The first two are about demographics generic data,                               
the so called classification questions, to give the respondent the chance to feel at ease with the                                 
questionnaire and introduce him/her to the consequent more engaging questions. The remaining are a mix of                               
factual and opinion questions, as classified by May (2003). Question no. 3, 4, 5 measure the motivation                                 
and engagement of the users. Questions no. 6 and 8 measure the efficiency of the organization. Question                                 
no. 7 investigates the desire for growth and the perspective on the future of the organization. 
Finally, a couple of words have to be spent on question no. 9, which is a True or False chart addressing                                         
the main focus topics of this research: democracy, efficiency, user engagement and challenges to growth in                               
a co­production environment. A series of six simplified statements are proposed to the respondent and the                               
answers are gathered through a Likert scale of trivalent logic. 
 
“A Likert­type scale involves a series of statements that respondents 
may choose from in order to rate their responses to evaluative questions” (Vogt 1999). 
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There are many types of Likert scales that can vary complexity from three to six / seven options of choice                                       
per statement. My scale is based on the trivalent logic of “true”, “false” and “maybe” (the unknown value).                                   
I acknowledge the confusion and lack of refinement in the answers that might stem from this decision,                                 
however the reader would agree should the unknown option not be given, the other two options (true/false)                                 
would have been much more likely to be biased in the answers. Providing an unknown option makes the                                   
respondent feel at ease with the question and avoids to cause him / her a condition of psychological                                   
pressure, although generates uncertainty for the researcher as a drawback. 
 
After the offline collection of data, I have manually inserted the data into a software program to manage                                   
surveys and double checked every questionnaire to minimize the margin of error. The software helped me                               
analyse the encoded data, as it is shown below. 
 
Overview of the 21 questionnaires 
 
 
1) How long have you been a member of the organization? 
 
 
 
Less than 3 months  3  14% 
Less than 1 year  2  10% 
Between 1 and 3 years  16  76% 
 
 
 
2) How old are you? 
 
 
 
18 ­ 30 years old  13  62% 
30 ­ 50 years old  7  33% 
50 + years old  1  5% 
 
 
 
 
3) Why did you become a member of KBHFF? 
 
 
 
I can have cheaper food  0  0% 
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I can have better quality food  9  36% 
I live close by, it's convenient  1  4% 
I truly share the values beyond KBHFF  14  56% 
Other  1  4% 
 
 
 
4) How would you describe the volunteer work in KBHFF to a friend? 
 
 
 
My contribution as a member of KBHFF is helping the transition to a new system of society11  46% 
It's fun to be a shop clerk sometimes  2  8% 
It's a good way to get to know the neighbours and meet new friends  6  25% 
It's a bit boring sometimes, but you get discount on your shopping in return  1  4% 
Other  4  17% 
 
 
 
5) Has any of your friends / family joined after you? 
 
 
 
 
Yes  10  48% 
No  10  48% 
Don't know  1  5% 
 
 
 
6) Have you experienced any problems with the organization so far? 
 
 
It is difficult to participate in the decision making process  2  8% 
I was not completely satisfied with the quality of the food  1  4% 
I did not like the task they assigned to me  0  0% 
Did not have any bad experiences so far  13  54% 
Other  8  33% 
 
7) How would you like the future of KBHFF to be? 
 
 
More shops to come in all Denmark and abroad  16  62% 
Only a few shops, but with more members  2  8% 
I'm not sure it will last long against the big supermarkets chains  1  4% 
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I would not like it to get bigger, we are already a lot of members  3  12% 
Other  4  15% 
 
 
 
8) If you could change one thing tomorrow of the organization, what would you choose? 
 
 
 
To lower the prices of the food  2  10% 
To give more space to the people to participate in the decision making of the organization  0  0% 
More hours of work, more involvement in the action  2  10% 
To have variety in the tasks assigned  7  35% 
KBHFF is perfect as it is  5  25% 
Other  4  20% 
 
 
 
9a) KBHFF is efficient, thanks to the voluntary work of the members [True or false? ] 
 
 
 
True  12  57% 
False  2  10% 
Maybe  7  33% 
 
 
 
9b) Most of the KBHFF members share my values and my view of the world [True or false? ] 
 
 
 
True  9  43% 
False  0  0% 
Maybe  12  57% 
 
 
 
 
 
9c) I feel I can have a say in every decision [True or false? ] 
 
True  2  10% 
False  4  19% 
Maybe  15  71% 
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9d) I'm proud of being part of KBHFF [True or false? ] 
 
 
True  18  86% 
False  1  5% 
Maybe  2  10% 
 
 
9e) My personal contribution to KBHFF is essential for the good health of the organization [True                               
or false? ] 
 
 
True  11  52% 
False  2  10% 
Maybe  8  38% 
 
 
 
9f) I would like to start another KBHFF outlet or similar project in first person [True or false? ] 
 
 
True  2  10% 
False  9  43% 
Maybe  10  48% 
 
 
The results of the survey are hereby reported to enhance the transparency of the data and to unfold in front                                       
of the reader eventual major flaws in the framing of the questionnaire which I might be biased about. The                                     
next session will put together these and other sources data to conduct the analysis. 
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Chapter 4. 
Analysis 
 
The two selected cases offer occasion for an interesting reflection on to what extent co­production                             
contributes to the engagement of the co­producers and to the medium / long­term strategy. Conversely                             
than in the co­delivery of public services, co­producers of food trading social enterprises do benefit from                               
economic incentives when offering their human capital. Therefore, it is complicated to set the bar of civic                                 
engagement of the community members: how much are the members genuinely engaged and how much are                               
they attracted by the economic benefits? What factors influence their engagement and how can the                             
organization grow? 
 
The abbreviations in this chapter are used as follows: 
KBHFF: short for “Københavns Fødevarefællesskab”, Denmark. 
DB: short for “Dickes Bee”, Germany 
CH: qualitative interview to Carsten Hjort, co­founder of KBHFF, Denmark. 
JB: qualitative interview to Jonas Boye, particularly committed new member of KBHFF, Denmark. 
SRV, number of question: short for “survey”, it's the survey of KBHFF I referred to in Chapter 3. 
K: qualitative interview to Kap, founder of Dickes Bee, Berlin (secondary source, recorded 2012). 
 
4.1 Goals and strategy 
This section gathers the different perspective on the goals and strategies of the organizations KBHFF and                               
Dickes Bee (DB). Unfortunately, it lacks of accuracy for the German case, due to the methodological                               
constraints mentioned in Chapter 3. Nevertheless, a brief reflection upon the motivations that led to the                               
foundation of the co­operative and the values that currently base their strategies, is meant to be part of the                                     
research, as to be found in subquestion no.1. 
 
Interestingly enough, KBHFF and DB were inspired by the same example: the Park Slope food                             
cooperative founded in the 70s in Brooklyn, New York City. 
When asked about the reason why they chose to constitute a co­production based organization from the                               
early days, Carsten from KBHFF replies: “Our main source of inspiration was the Park Slope co­op […]                                 
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their main purpose is to keep the price [of the food, ndr] low, but we developed from that. We added the                                         
organic values, with inspiration from the Buddhist movement. And then another source of inspiration has                             
been the open source software movement, even if it comes from a completely different world” (CH, 11:04)                                 
­ see the references to the IT industry and the development of the concept of co­production by Ramirez                                   
(1999) and Wilkström (1996) in Chapter 1. 
 
The primary goal of KBHFF is to spread awareness about organic farming and start a conversation around                                 
where the food come from. “Part of our purpose is to inform to buy organic products” (CH 08:20), and                                     
again “We want to give the vegetables a face. The people get to know who actually produces the food”                                     
(CH 9:00). 
 
Access to better food at an affordable price inspired also Kap and the co­founders of DB in Berlin, which                                     
started out as an informal group to ease the start of the operations and became a formalized co­operative                                   
over time. When DB reached a decent size, it started to undergo a process of mimetic isomorphism (Di                                   
Maggio, Powell 1983) to get recognition from the community and from the institutions. Nonetheless, in the                               
case of DB the assimilation to an existent normative structure in society seem to bring about some                                 
challenges: “Many people are skeptical, which is surprising because there are so many other kind of                               
cooperatives in Berlin!” (K, 2:00). 
 
The following table gives the reader a comparative overview on the two co­operatives. 
 
  KBHFF  Dickes Bee 
LOGISTICS  Self­managed by the members   Partnership with a logistics and       
distribution local start­up called     
Soft Food 
VALUES  “Give the vegetables a face” 
Fairer price of food  
Vegetarianism 
Quest for better quality food 
Fairer price of food  
MEMBERSHIP  Initial fee 
Requires 3 hours work/month 
 
No trial period 
No initial fee 
Requires some work   
(unspecified) 
Trial period for every member 
FOUNDING  Founded in 2009  
Inspired by Park Slope 
 
Founded in 2011 
Inspired by Park Slope 
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IDENTITY  Defining identity by: 
­ member’s branded bag 
­ social gatherings 
­ events 
Defining identity by: 
­ language code (the members       
are called “bees” ) 
­ social gatherings 
­ events 
DEMOCRACY  ­ Differentiation of organs and       
group power structure 
­ Representative democracy 
Transparent delegation of power     
to one managing group (called       
“the Bee Hive”) 
EFFICIENCY  Minor errors in the operations       
occur 
Unknown 
ENGAGEMENT  25 % active members 
75 % non active members 
Almost 100 % active /       
pro­active members 
GROWTH MODEL  ­ Replication of outlets 
­ not desire to growth 
 
­ no strategy of growth 
­ Only one central place 
­ desire of getting more       
members  
­ strategy of growth is constant         
commitment to quality of the       
service 
 
Table 4.1.1 Comparative overview on KBHFF and DB.  
 
4.2 Democracy 
 
The decision making process in KBHFF occurs on the basis of representative democracy principles, as the                               
co­op has reached too big size to maintain a direct democracy system. There are 11 groups, called                                 
“butiksgruppe”, one for each outlet. They elect one or two representatives each to send to the general                                 
assembly once a month. The representative general assembly (about 40­60 people) is where the strategic                             
decisions are discussed and approved / rejected. As Conforth points out , “Growth increases the costs of                                 
collective decision­making, forcing the adoption of other forms of decision­ making” (Conforth 1995, 29).                           
In the definition of Meister, the actual stage of KBHFF would be defined as the Phase of consolidation                                   
(or Phase II), whereby differentiation of roles, organs, and a reinforcement of the power management in                               
groups occur (see Chapter 2). 
 
“Basically, the way we make decisions is on a consensus basis, so whenever we make decisions we listen                                   
to it [everybody who might want to oppose] and take it into consideration” (CH, 20:00). “Openness to                                 
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opposition and criticism” indeed was one of the common characteristics underpinned by the comparative                           
multiple case study on successful co­operatives by Conforth (Conforth 1995: 32). Also Rothschild – Witt                             
(1976) reports the disposition towards mutual self­criticism as a crucial feature of a long term collective                               
decision­making structure (Rothschild – Witt, 1976). 
 
“In the monthly meeting in relation to the day­to­day management of the outlets about five to ten people                                   
will show up. There is also monthly meetings for the entire organization where the five managerial groups                                 
will show up ­ accounting, communication, distribution, events and … ­ . It varies, but about from five to                                     
25 people from each group will show up to the meetings. Then there is one more level, the general                                     
assembly, in which we will have the largest decisions. Usually we have about 50­100 participants to the                                 
General Assembly” (CH 22:39). 
 
Decisions are always taken during in­person meetings, not through email “All the meetings are open and                               
you are welcome to join […] If you want to influence the decision you have to show up at the meeting”                                         
(CH, 20:37). Even though Carsten underlines the openness of the decision­making process, the survey                           
shows that 8 % declared the main problem they had with the organization is to find it difficult to participate                                       
in the decision making process (SRV, 6). Only 10 % feel comfortable in stating they feel to have a personal                                       
influence on every decision (SRV, 9c), however, when members were asked to prioritize what they would                               
like to change in the organization, the participation in the direct democracy did not get any attention (0%,                                   
SRV, 8). This poses a challenge on the degenerative thesis of the co­operative proposed by Meister. As                                 
mentioned above, theoretically KBHFF can be placed in the second phase of Meister model (in other                               
words it has started the degenerative process), nonetheless, even if the decision­making process is more                             
structured and representative than at the start, members do not show high interest in that, they seem to                                   
prioritize other aspects over this one, i.e. to implement a more satisfying working environment. 
 
The consensus based decisions were particularly key in the first expansion phase of KBHFF and                             
replication of outlets. “If you start something and no one tells you to stop, then it means it's right to start it.                                           
This is the consensus!” (CH, 27:30) 
 
From the words of CH, KBHFF appears to be a truly flat and democratic co­operative, where openness                                 
and criticism are values to be defended and celebrated. By contrast, only 10 % of the sample surveyed                                   
answered “TRUE” to the statement “ I feel I can have a say in every decision, ca 20 % marked the option                                           
“NO” and the majority chose “MAYBE” (SRV, 9c). The propensity towards the unknown option within                             
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the triadic logic, might be interpreted as the majority of the people did not participated in the meetings yet,                                     
so they do not know if they could have a weight or not in the decision making process, or maybe they are                                           
not interested in certain aspects of the co­op, like democracy, internal co­ordination and strategic                           
management. 
 
4.2.1 Communication 
There is little question as of organizing the internal communication in a group of 1600 people is not an easy                                       
task. Carsten acknowledges the inevitable transformation of the internal communication over time, “It was                           
still a stronger communication at that time. It was, you know, stronger personal ties... […] I'm not really                                   
sure on how we came up with that [the decisions]” (CH 26:28). 
Carsten says about the current stage of the co­operative: “The communication is not always the strong                               
side” (CH 17:10), however they implemented a “communication group” to address the challenge. 
The impression of Jonas about the communication flow is that “[...] everything is closed. You have to                                 
actually go into the website and check what happened in the meetings.” (JB, 21:00) and he doesn't think it                                     
could be different, as if everybody had to know everything about the organization, it would be a full time                                     
job. Jonas' standpoint goes back to the question of democratic access to information and shows the system                                 
requires the members to be pro­active in go and find the information. Pro­activism is indeed a premise for                                   
any system of co­production. 
 
Communication and inclusion it seems to be a considerable issue for the new members: 
“How do you meet them [the new members] with open arms and make them feel part of the organization,                                     
without having them to do all this big research to know what it's all about” (JB, 40:00) 
 
 
4.3 Efficiency 
 
Efficiency can be regarded as efficiency of specific parts and sectors of the organization, the overall                               
efficiency of the performance in quantitative / financial terms, as the efficiency of each and every single                                 
individual in function of the group, or again as the efficiency of activity flow of the  organization. 
On the side of the efficiency of commercial operations, both co­operatives praise to have “personal                             
relationships” with their suppliers. 
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“We know our suppliers personally, so we try to choose all suppliers that produce organic or biodynamic                                 
food, but of course this is not always possible. But because we know our suppliers so well, we also                                     
choose suppliers that are in the process of becoming organic.” [transition of soil and resources, ndr] (CH,                                 
9:50). 
 
Sometimes, efficiency of the operations and the organization might be threatened by the lack of specialized                               
human labour. On of the co­operative principles is to be self­sufficient in human labour – and if some skill is                                       
not there, to learn it. This is the direction in which KBHFF is going and has been growing in the past,                                         
however in some occasions they were in need of subcontracting a specific service (or supply chain step) to                                   
an external company. CH reports in his interview that there is no hired staff in the co­op, even though some                                       
years ago they had to buy the logistics service from 
another company to be able to meet the regular weekly vegetables appointment with its members. 
After a while they solved the “emergency situation” of lack of internal resources by using saving money (the                                   
sum of the membership fees collected over the years), they needed to find a more stable and affordable                                   
solution. 
 
This situation is a case in point of a limit in the co­production model. Even though the co­op counts a fair                                         
amount of members, they faced the problem of not being able of carry out their duty because they could                                     
not find the right resources at the right time. Undisclosed is the reason beyond the fact: it can be a problem                                         
of actual lack of resources, or maybe the internal resources were there but there was a problem of internal                                     
communication, or again there could have been a problem related to insurance / regulations. Given the                               
context, it is important to notice the challenge and that KBHFF was able to work around that as a                                     
co­operative (Conforth 1995). 
 
Another reason for which it is worth to linger on the topic is because the lack of resources for logistics                                       
tasks is just the tip of the iceberg that shows the challenges in finding members co­producers willing to do                                     
'the boring things'. 
For instance, Carsten mentions a logistics challenge: “One of the largest logistic problems that we are still                                 
facing is the packaging.. The boxes that go along with the 5 tons of vegetables we order [per year, ndr]”                                       
(CH_02, 4:00). 
“The problem with this boxes is that nobody wants the job of taking care of the empty boxes. There is no                                         
glory in clearing up the empty boxes. Now maybe there would be because we realized it is a big problem.                                       
[…] But it's still – you know … It's like doing the dishes after the party! You slowly get to realize how                                           
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important is to get it done, because otherwise no one is happy, but that's just not a fun task” (CH_02,                                       
6:50) 
This logistics challenge is likely to undermine the efficiency of the co­op and it is a constant problem that                                     
comes out at their meeting. Part of the mitigation strategy relies in the long term solution they found for the                                       
other efficiency challenge described earlier: the transportation of vegetables. The solution they adopted                         
lately consists in a business deal with a car rental local company. The company provides each week                                 
KBHFF with the cars needed to transport the food (at favourable financial conditions). 
 
We can observe in DB a similar strategy to avoid the burden of boring and heavy tasks for the users, that                                         
yet we can define of strategic uttermost importance, as they enable the co­op to have the commercial                                 
activities for which it was founded in the first place. After a couple of years of activities and logistic                                     
challenges, DB decided to partner up with a local distribution start­up in Berlin that. The company shares                                 
many of the values beyond DB and it looks at creating a direct link between the local farmers and                                     
consumers, to boost the local economy. DB is formalized as a non profit co­operative and they do not                                   
charge any membership fee for their “bees”. Their business model is described on their website: they apply                                 
a 10% markup on every shopping bill, that partly goes to repay the rent. The logistic company fee is                                     
included in the price of the food the co­operative sells, so DB has little other expenses than rent. In the                                       
following section about Engagement I will come back to this organizational model. 
 
Finally, to keep efficiency rolling, Carsten from KBHFF acknowledges there are limits to growth. There                             
was a group of people from another city in Denmark (Aarhus) that wanted to become a branch of                                   
KBHFF, but the organization's reply to them was:“No no you are going to do your own things and having                                     
your own suppliers.. Trying to coordinating with us it's just going to make us troubles – because we felt                                     
there was enough troubles with coordinating out ten outlets already” 
(CH 29:50). However, in the perception of the members, the majority of them would like KBHFF to                                 
open more shops (outlets) in the future (see SRV, 7). They seem to experience a good degree of efficiency                                     
with the activities of the organization, in fact 54% said they did not experienced any problem so far with the                                       
organization or 33% admitted they had some problems, not in relation to efficiency though (SVR, 6). In                                 
addition, the members seem to recognize the value of their contribution to the good functioning of the                                 
organization. 57% of the members surveyed thought it was “True” the statement “KBHFF is efficient                             
thanks to the voluntary work of the members” , that adds on to the 33% that replied “Maybe” (SRV, 9a). 
 
Other examples of inefficiency were given by Jonas: 
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“Right when I entered the organization there was a big problem, because no one was paying the bills and                                     
there was no agreement on who should pay the bills.” (JB, 18:00) 
 
“We also have bills we pay twice, because there is a lot of confusion and we are a lot of people, so the                                             
same bill gets payed twice.” (JB, 32:00). The people in the organization called for a new managerial group                                   
that they called the Gold Diggers: “We believe we have about half a million Danish kroner that can be                                     
saved by the 'gold diggers'” (JB, 32:30) 
 
“But it's not much fun to do it yourself. It's much more fun to do things in the group... This is the all spirit I                                                 
the organization.. So you can't just seat alone and do it. Also you feel you are sharing the responsibility and                                       
solving problems together, that's very important!” (JB, 33:00) 
 
4.4. Engagement 
 
This section will first analyse the relationship between the organization ans its members. Considering the                             
starting point a closed system of co­production, in theory every member makes the organization, as                             
everyone is also owner of the organization. Is this true? How is the organization perceived by the members                                   
and what does it take to make the organization? 
The second part of this section will answer subquestions no. 5 and 6. 
 
KBHFF was founded in 2009 from the idea of a group of active citizens – about 20 / 30 – in Nørrebro,                                           
Copenhagen. Since then, the number of members has grown consistently and it counts now about 6.000                               
people, even though only about 1500 of them are “active members”. 
 
“Because we don't charge an annual fee, the 6.000 members you can see it as our accumulated number of                                     
members. We don't kick people out! […] because they could always come back” (CH, 3:50). 
 
An “active member” to be defined as such is a co­producer that contributes with 2­3 hours of volunteer                                   
work each month and therefore can order a bag of vegetables. Inactive members are people who signed                                 
up at some point in time, but do not have any contacts with the organization. This research takes into                                     
consideration only the group of active members, as the non­active members – that do not perform any                                 
activities ­ cannot be addressed as co­producers. 
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 As Lodahl and Mitchell observe (see Chapter 2), one of the key factors of maintaining active membership                                 
(or maintain the members engaged) is sociality. In accordance to this standpoint and Strjyan's perspective                             
of reproduction, all the social activities that go beyond the main institutionalized activity of the organization                               
are paramount to the long term sustainability of the organization itself, even if they seem of marginal utility                                   
from a strict “efficiency” point of view. 
“We have a lot of activities, but many of them are not formalized as this one [ordering a bag of vegetables                                         
each week, ndr]” (Ch 07:50). 
 
Among the social activities organized by co­producers for co­producers there are: trips out to the farm to                                 
meet the suppliers, small events in the outlets independently organized by the outlets, small tastings,                             
discount agreement with a renting car company, a festival where members are hosts and guests, start of a                                   
urban garden (now an independent project because of municipal regulations instances, yoga classes,                         
events, mobile kitchen at at big music festivals, and others.  
 
The social activities are focus in the Danish case: 
“You know there are many activities on the social side... Most of the big meetings turn into parties” (CH                                     
17:45)  
 
… and in the German one: 
“We have a pick up time that is a sort of hang out time […] We want people to feel the vibe about it.” (K,                                                 
5:30) 
 
Engagement means also letting people take ownership of their action: 
“Especially when we do events, people come and think: 'ok, I have to find something to do, otherwise I'm                                     
not part of it', so we hang out a list with the things to do [and everybody get things done]” (CH_02, 8:00). 
 
This is how members understand and experience the value of being part of a co­productive organization. In                                 
the survey, two questions were formulated to directly measure the quality of the engagement of the                               
members.  
Question number five asked whether the members convinced any member among their family and friends                             
network to become a member of the co­operative. Generally speaking, if one is well engaged in one                                 
condition and s/he is happy about the experience, s/he is likely to tell friends about it and to feed the                                       
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word­of­mouth buzz around the organization. The reply to the question, however, was a tie (50 % had                                 
friends / family joining the co­operative after them and 50 % had not), so it does not provide relevant                                     
insights to the topic investigated.  
Nonetheless, question number 9d  asked to cross the following statement with “True” or “False”: 
“I am proud of being part of KBHFF”.  
Astonishingly, 86 % of the respondents opted for “True”, that offers a positive confirm to the general level                                   
of quality engagement of the members of the co­operatives (SRV, 9d).  
 
If a good quality engagement in the organization means a fair engagement in the activities of the                                 
organization, it does not directly imply a good predisposition of pro­actively participate in the organization.                             
In other words, when respondents were asked to sign with “True” or “False” the following statement:  
“I would like to start another KBHFF outlet or similar project in first person”, 
almost the totality of the people replied “False” or “Maybe”. Only 10% said yes.  
Indeed, as comes to light during the interview with Jonas, the co­op would need more pro­active                               
members.   
“I was very motivated to get to know the organization, I was going to every meeting etc, but you can't                                       
expect all the people to be like me. […] And we would need more people to be further involved in the                                         
organization, because right now we are very few people” (JB, 29:00). 
 
“We had a meeting yesterday and we only got 6 people showing up, but we still have 45 people who said                                         
they were interested in taking up tasks in this area [economic group, 'ragnskabsgruppe'] (JB, 31:00) 
 
Jonas and Carsten are indeed two exceptionally committed members, yet do not represent the engagement                             
of the average member.  
In some occasions, at least in Carsten words, it seems the co­operative tries to nudge (or inspire) the                                   
proactiveness of its members:  
 
“Sometimes it's kind of from us humans to realize 'hey, why isn't somebody doing this?' and then somebody                                   
actually comes to the answer and says 'oh, maybe I should do it!' […] Then this also leaves the space [of                                         
action] to the new members” (CH_03, 02:45) 
 
and 
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“I've seen enough chaos in this co­op that I know that is not always the worst thing that can happen that                                         
something is not working perfectly.” (CH_03, 02:20) 
 
In the German co­operative, they have a slightly different strategy to generate engagement among their                             
users: “Everybody can be a member, you just need to show up and have a chat with us about how we                                         
work. Then there is a trial period of weeks / months and you see if you like and if you wanna be part of it.”                                                 
(K, 4:00).  
 
4.4.1 Challenges and motivations 
 
Members of KBHFF have different motivations to join the organization.  
Jonas is student in Economics at KU who joined the co­op about one year ago. 
“Right now I see it as my part time job. I spend about 6 hours a week for that” (JB, 12:00) 
“I learned to much about how the organization works from the inside […] and I get a lot of responsibilities”                                       
(JB, 13:40). 
 
For Jonas, great part of the motivation to join the organization is about the feeling of community: 
“I'm not sure, but it's very much about “fœlles” part of the concept. It's important to know it's not about the                                         
vegetables, it's nice to have, but the important thing is when you meet these people that share your ideals”                                     
(JB, 15:00) 
 
“I think it's a huge potential workforce. So if you have a very good idea, there is a lot of people willing to                                             
support you and follow you […] Then you have the foundation to build on. […] It's a very powerful                                     
organization, it's not just about vegetables. Once you have the people, you can just inspire them” (JB,                                 
18:00) 
 
Jonas identifies three main groups of ideal members: the people interested in the economic aspect of it of                                   
saving money on organic vegetables, the ones who join because they would like to meet nice people and                                   
the people who are interested in purchasing organic 
“And then, maybe I should mention, there's people like me, that maybe see a bigger perspective and see it                                     
as a way to gain some experience and as a learning occasion” (JB, 23:10) 
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“I want to be part of it as long as I think it is exciting and I feel this motivation. […] It feels right. As long as                                                     
I feel this feeling inside, I will keep on to be part of this organization” (JB, 25:15) 
 
In the experience of Carsten, instead, members are motivated by other reasons: 
 
“If I'm a well educated person, I will get payed a real salary. Then I give three of these hours [each month]                                           
just to be able to buy a bag of vegetables worth 100 kr – then these are the most expensive vegetables!                                         
[…] So if you are a busy family with two well payed jobs, maybe this is not for you. I believe this way of                                               
organizing is not for everybody. But if you have the time and get involved, then you a get better relationship                                       
with the city you are in, you get a lot of new neighbours […] You gain a lot of other things!” (CH_02,                                           
15:40) 
 
“It's a very great opportunity this organization. I also like to be part of such a big organization that has great                                         
views. I like it, it's a very nice organization” (CH_03, 04:00) 
 
The main motivation for Carsten to join the co­op is the “Freedom to choose your own work.”(CH_02,                                 
16:40) 
“I've seen a lot of people who they have sort of being in my position but they become too responsible and                                         
they eventually become too fed up with it and they leave. I've seen this happening quite a lot of times. I've                                         
sort of taken this warning quite seriously, so if I get bored with it, then it's better change my role. Better pull                                           
out and (CH_03, 01:35) 
 
In fact, this is confirmed also by Jonas: 
“We had one guy that ended up taking the all responsibility of paying the bills, but suddenly he disappeared                                     
because he couldn't stand the pressure” (JB 02:50) 
 
 
   
4.5 Growth 
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“The dream is to get bigger” (JB, 26:00) “But it's not the number of people, it's more bigger in a way you                                           
can change something in the society. [Big enough] to be able to make a statement. [...]If we could just have                                       
a bigger influence on the farmers and convince more of them to become organic.” (JB, 26:50) 
 
Both KBHFF and DB have experienced growth since their foundation. Table 5.4.1 shows the comparison                             
of the steps of expansion over a longitudinal time frame of six years. 
 
Years  KBHFF  DB 
2009  Founded by a group of 20­30         
interested people, only two     
committed volunteers. 
 
2010  Quick exponential growth of the       
number of members due to high         
popularity 
 
2011  Growth by replication  Founded from the idea of one         
person with the help of a group           
of ca 20 people 
2012  Stabilization  Growth by size, moving pick up         
place to another place 
2013  Creation of a new IT system         
and members database. For the       
first time, distinction between     
active and non­active members.
Moving pick up place to a         
bigger place 
2014  Expansion of the inventory       
new activity: offer of fish       
products. 
Ongoing activities but no able to         
collect more precise   
information. 
 
Table 5.4.1 Comparing timeline of the steps of growth of KBHFF and DB. 
 
As all bottom up initiatives , KBHFF started from a small group of friends idea of creating an alternative                                     
source of organic locally produced vegetables at an affordable price both for the consumer in the cities and                                   
a fair price for the farmer who produced that. 
 
“We gathered a group of 30 people and the first day there were two people working as volunteers. They                                     
were packing at the same time that people were coming in to pick up their vegetables. So we started                                     
learning from there...” (CH, 3:00) 
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Inspired by an American big food co­operative, the buddhist movement and the open source software                             
movement, at the beginning they quickly gained popularity and they had a chaotic process of growth during                                 
the first 2/3 years of life of the organization. 
 
“We became popular faster than we thought. It happened sort of on its own. There a was a newspaper                                     
article that boosted it a little bit. […] We still had a small amount of volunteers cope with it, and expanding                                         
it rapidly... it made it a little bit chaotic”.  (CH, 23:40) 
 
From various points in the interview with CH (as the one just quoted above) it might be inferred the actual                                       
structure of co­production came over time, as a result of a learning­by­doing process. At the beginning of                                 
his interview, one of the first things that comes up in the conversation, is the clear division between active                                     
an non­active members and that “If you want to order a bag, you have to work! You work, you get a                                         
bag!” (CH 3:05). The extensive policy of co­production to all (active) members was not in place in the                                   
early stages of the co­operative, when only a small number of volunteers devoted their time to provide the                                   
services to an undoubtedly bigger amount of “customers”. However, full co­production was soon adopted                           
as a strategic way of organization to keep up with the growth rate. 
 
“At the beginning [in 2010, ndr] we had about 50 new members registered every week in the Nørrebro                                   
outlet. Now I know the average for each outlet is about 5 new members per week”. (CH, 27:30). Th 
 
 
“We don't have an official strategy of growth. We don't set targets as such. We don't really have an official                                       
desire to be big.” (CH_02, 11:35) 
“We have the purpose of supporting organic agriculture, so the bigger we are the best it is. […that                                   
analysis] led us to realize at least we wanted to spread the concept” (CH_02, 11:50) 
 
 
“We actually decided to make one large outlet because this makes sense with the original idead. More size                                   
in one place you can do more... But then the 50 members in the meeting thought it was a good idea, but                                           
relatively quickly we saw people were coming from all over town to the outlet in Nørrebro – and they were                                       
actually not that happy with the long transportation, take the shift etc. […] But then came the personal                                   
initiative of some of the key members saying 'I'm ready to do this!' […] And people quickly went out, just                                       
found a place to do it and almost just started it.” (CH, 27:00). 
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 “There has been another growth phase around the countryside, when new co­op are starting out                             
independently. […] I think there are at least 20 co­op in Denmark and I know there is a big one in Oslo –                                             
based on our co­op” (CH, 28:00).   
 
“The next stage would have certainly led to paid employees” (CH, 30:00). 
“The only way to growth would be to hire somebody in some full time positions, but that would be                                     
complicated as there would be a dilemma between paid and not paid position […] How do you make                                   
people think that's fair?” (JB, 38:00) 
 
 
 
4.5.1 Co­production challenges in relation to growth 
 
The empirical data gathered so far, especially in Copenhagen, have shown some of the challenges of the                                 
co­production.   
Firstly, Carsten mentions the challenge of “co­ordinating the work by dividing it among so many people                               
[…] The challenge has to figure out who is doing what, and when” (CH_02, 00:45). 
KBHFF did not use to have an activity co­ordinator, and this reflected very much the spirit of individual                                   
and shared ownership of responsibilities of the co­operative. 
 
Nonetheless, over the years, we witnessed a slow evolution in the direction of institutional isomorphism. It                               
is not clear from the data whether the isomorphic change was inspired my a mimetic force – of bigger                                     
organizations appealing to KBHFF's members – or if it was inspired by a normative force self­generated                               
within the organization, based upon the need of a clearer structure at the raise of the number of the people                                       
involved (size). Currently KBHFF groups up the members in teams ease the process of taking the                               
volunteering /working shift and relies on groups co­ordinators. 
A similar isomorphic transformation cannot be inferred for the German case, however it can be noticed                               
they do have co­ordinators. They actually call them “co­co­ordinators”, that calls for a flat­flat democratic                             
structure of management. I was able to observe that in the email signature of some member that replied to                                     
may email contact.   
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“You need energy to make changes. […] Sometimes we think about implementing something new, but then                               
we still have to catch up with the last big change, and it's really often like that.” (CH_02, 23:16). 
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Chapter 5. 
Conclusions 
 
Although the plentifulness of insights we were able to collect through our empirical research, we                             
acknowledge the implicit weakness of our study due to the restrictiveness of the chosen case and surveyed                                 
sample. Nonetheless, we think the methodology of combining qualitative and quantitative interviews in a                           
unique context can generate insightful material to the attentive social researcher and can find applications on                               
a larger scope and / or wider sample size. 
Recent cases reported in European and American academic literature show the concept of co­production                           
is not limited to the phase of service delivery (as it was explored in the 70s), but it can affect every phase of                                             
the value chain of the service / product, i.e. “planning, design, commissioning, managing, delivering,                           
monitoring, and evaluation activities” (Bovaird 2007: 847). 
 
“Once clients and community activists become engaged in the coplanning and codelivery of services                           
alongside profession staff, the networks created may behave as complex adaptive systems, with very                           
different dynamics from provider­centric services” (Boivard 2007: 848). 
 
Evidences from the two case studies show the importance of feeding social activities around the main                               
commercial activity of the food trading of the co­operative to ensure their medium – long term                               
sustainability. More precisely, the social value created by the co­producers is there to stay for the                               
co­producers themselves and their contextual community. Whether this social value granted the future                         
stability and non­degeneration of the co­operative is yet to be empirically proved over a term of time                                 
longer than two decades, yet many scholars think so (Conforth, Lodahl and Mitchell, Rosner). 
While co­production organizational form can be a considerable hurdle in the development of a bigger                             
organization due to its intrinsic limitations of in terms of efficiency of the operations, democratic                             
decision­making process and quality of the active membership of the users, the cases analyzed have                             
showed co­production as a path to growth for the organizations, i.e. KBHFF would have not opened the                                 
second outlet and expanded so quickly if not thanks to the pro­activeness and ownership of individuals                               
actions of its members.  
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